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SITE DESCRIPTION: Underground Storage Tank CFA-674s 
SITE ID: CFA-34 OPERABLE UNIT: 04-03 
WASTE AREA GROUP: 4 

I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE: 

Site CFA-34 is the historical site of a 260-gal underground storage tank designated as 
CFA-674s. The tank was installed within 1 ft of the southwest corner of Building CFA-674. The 
actual date of installation is not known, but the building utilizing the tank was built in the early 
1950s. The tank is assumed to have been abandoned in 1976 and was used to store #2 diesel 
fuel oil to heat the building. The remaining tank contents were removed in October 1990, 
leaving less than 0.5 in. in the tank for the removal process. 

In October 1990 the tank was removed from the site following EG&G Idaho Tank Management 
Program (TMP) procedures. The tank was found to have several large holes and to have leaked 
some of its contents to the surrounding soil. The areas of contamination were determined 
visually as well as by field screening volatile organic compounds (VOCs) with a Photovac Microtk 
photoionization detector (PID). The EGBG Idaho field action level has been established at 50 
mg/kg for diesel-contaminated soils. Soil exceeding this limit was removed from the excavation 
and taken to the Central Facilities Area (CFA) landfill for landfarming. Approximately one and 
one-half truckloads (approximately 16 yds) of contaminated soil were removed. VOCs 
monitoring continued until levels below 50 mglkg were detected and the excavation was 
backfilled to grade with noncontaminated soil as directed by the TMP tank removal procedures. 

Prior to backfilling, five biased soil samples were collected by EG&G Idaho Environmental 
Technology Unit personnel and sent to Data Chem Laboratories of Salt Lake City, UT for 
laboratory analysis of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), benzene. toluene, ethylbenzene, 
and xylene (BTEX). Preliminary screening of these samples with the Microtip PID detected 
levels of VOCs ranging from 15.5-29.2 mg/kg. Laboratory analysis of the soil samples detected 
low levels of TPH ranging from 30-290 mg/kg, below the State of Idaho maximum allowable of 
1000 mg/kg for diesel-contaminated soils. TPH were not detected in the fifth sample and BTEX 
were not detected in any of the samples. These results suggest that a low level of TPH may still 
be present at the site, but below regulatory action levels and therefore, the site should be 
reclassified to “no-action” status. 



NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION 

The U. S. Department of Energy, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region 10 and the State of 
Idaho have completed a review of the referenced information for Central Facilities Area (CFA) -34 
hazardous site, as it pertains to the INEL Federal Facility Agreement of December 4, 1991. Based on 
this review, the parties have determined that no further action for purposes of investigation or study is 
justified. This decision is subject to review at the time of issuance of the Record of Decision. 

Brief Summary of the basis for no 
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DtClSlON RECOMMENDATION 
II. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK: 

The information gathered is determined reliable and the qualitative risk assessment concluded 
low. Determination of the tank contents, removal of the contents, and removal of the tank were 
done following established procedures wfth no deviations or unusual occurrences. Therefore, 
using the Qualitative Risk and Reliability Evaluation Table, it is concluded that no further action is 
required for CFA-34. 

Ill. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES OF ERROR: 

If a decision is made in error to close CFA-34, the possibility exists for migration of contaminants 
to groundwater. The potential contaminants include total petroleum hydrocarbons, benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene. If not all of the contaminated soil was removed during the 
tank removal process, the contaminants may still be present and could potentially migrate to the 
groundwater. posing a risk to human health and the environment. 

If the decision is made in error to further remediate CFA-34. realized benefits would be minimal 
relative to the high investment in remediation expenditures. 

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS 

No other decision drivers are apparent for CFA-34. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

It is recommended that COCA Site CFA-34 be reclassified to “no-action” status and be removed 
from the list of tNEL solid waste management units. Biased soil samples taken from the 
excavation were found to contain TPH concentrations ranging from 30-290 mglkg. 
Consequently, TPH may still exist at the location but at levels below the State of Idaho maximum 
allowable of 1000 mg/kg for diesel contaminated soil. BTEX were not detected in any of the soil 
samples. Based on this and other existing data, the risk that this site poses has been assessed 
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I SITE ID CFA-34 

t 
F 

i 

012 
Vast8 Description 8 Handling 
‘rocedures 

PrOCeSS Approx. 290 gal of #2 diesel fuel 
Removal of underground storage oil recovered by H&M Oil of 
tank CFA-674s 

4 
Pocaiello. ID 

#2 diesel fuel oil-contaminated 
soil 

P”XXSS 

ml3 
Description 8 Location of any ArtaacVSiruciureslDispojal Areas Associated 
with this Waste or Process 
Arlifaci Underground storage tank 
Location Located within 1 fl southwest of CFA-674 
Description 260 gal steel tank 
Artifact Associated aipina 

- 

LO&O” Now rem&d. p&ously located within 1 fi southwest of CFA-674 
Description Tar-coated steel piping 
Artifact 
Location 
Description 
Artiiaci Underground storage tank 
LC.XiiO” Now removed. previously located within 1 fi southwest of CFA-674 
Description 260 gal steel tank 
Artifact Associated piping 
LOC.&” Now removed, previous~ located with tank southwest of CFA-674 
Description Tar-mated steel piping 
Artifact Contaminated soil 
Location Now removed, previously located at excavation southwest 01 

CFA-674, taken to the CFA landfill for landfarming 
Description Approximately 16 yd3 of stained soil 
Artifact 
Location 

Artifact 
Location 
Description 
Artifact 
Location 



CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET 
SITE ID CFA-34 
PROCESS (co1 1) UST Removal WASTE Soil 
co14 
What known/potential hazardous 
subsiances/consiiiuenis are associated 
with this waste or process? 

cd5 Co16 cd7 
Potential swrces associated Knowix! Risk based 
wiih this hazardous material? estimated conceniraiion 

mnceniraiions wM 
of hazardous 
substances/ 

II 

I I 
I 

I I I 

Cole cd9 
Qualitative risk Overall 

1 assessment reliability 
(HilMedRo) (HilMedRo) 

LOW 
LOW 
Low 
Low 
Low 

High 
High 
High 
High 
High 

I I I I I I II 
a. ND = not detected 

DL = detection limit in mgikg 
b. Analyses performed using EPA Method SW-846-8020. 
c. Analysis performed using the California Department of Health Services Method. 
d. --- = No risk assessment performed based on the ND result. 
e. Risk assessment not calculated for TPH. 
’ Concentration converted from ug/g to mg!kg. 



I 
QUALITAITIVE RISK AND RELIABILITY EVALUATION TABLE= 

I QUALITATIVE RISK 
I LOW MEDIUM HIGH 
I 

HIGHLY I screening screening 
UN- data TRACK II data 

RELIABLE 1 

I 
+NQ A_CTJON_ _ - - .- _ -RI/ES _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - 

itl:HLY , REQUIRED 
RELIABLE 

INTERIM ACTlONt 

reliability I LOW MEDIUM HIGH 
c~nceniraiion resulting in conceniraiion resulting in 

risk -z 1 C6 risk > 1C6 
I 

I qualitative risk 

a. For all potential contaminants. 

b. If there exists sufficient data to identify an appropriate remedy 



Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

Block 1 Answer: 

COCA site CFA-34 is the site of a removed underground storage tank designated as 
CFA-6745 Conflicting information exists regarding the tank capacity. Early records indicate a 
capacity of 1,000 gal, later records suggest 300 gal, and when the contents of the tank were 
removed prior to tank excavation, records state an estimated 290 gal of liquid were removed 
from the tank. However, upon removal, tank dimensions were used to calculate an actual 
capacity of 260 gal. The tank installation date is not known, but it was installed at the southwest 
comer of Building CFA-674 which was built in the early 1950s. The tank was used for storing 
fuel oil used to heat the building and is believed to have been abandoned in 1976. Building 
CFA-674 is currently used as a warehouse with a photographic laboratory located in the south 
end. 

A ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey was performed at this location which shows that the 
tank was approximately 1 ft from the building, at a depth of 3 11 with a vent pipe at the building. A 
map of the tank location and the GPR survey results are attached. The tank was constructed of 
steel with no internal protection but painted externally for protection and the associated piping 
was constructed of tar-coated steel. 

eiock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High XMed -Low (checl 
one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The information was obtained from personnel involved in the operation of the tank, content 
sampling, and tank removal. 

crocks Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -&Yes -No (check OW) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The location, size, and condition of the tank were verified upon removal of the tank. 

Bfcck4 SOUrCaS of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 

Historical process data 

Current process data 

Aerial photographs 

Engineering/site drawings 

Unusual Occurrence Rep4 

Summary documents 

Facility SOPS 

OTHER 

Analytical data 
Documentation about data 

Disposal data [I 
Q.A. data [I 
Safety analysis report [I 
D&D report [I 
initial assessment [I 
Well data II 
Construction data II 
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Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed? 

Block i Answer: 

In May 1989, the contents of the tank were sampled by EG&G Idaho Environmental Science ant 
Technology personnel for waste profile analysis. The level of liquid in the tank was measured at 
29 in. The sample was analyzed by the~EG&G Idaho Environmental Chemistry Unit and 
determined to be weathered #I2 diesel fuel oil. In addition, the sample was analyzed for 
chlorinated hydrocarbons by Titrimetric method: none were detected. In October 1989, the 
tank contents were removed. Records indicate an estimated 290 gal of fuel oil were removed 
from the tank, resulting in less than 0.5 in. left in the tank. This volume conflicts with the actual 
capacity of the tank (as stated previously,~actual tank dimensions were used to calculate a 
capacity of 260 gal), but it is noted that the quantity of fuel removed was recorded as an 
estimate. Records did not reveal who removed the tank contents, but it is presumed removal 
was performed by H&M Oil of Pocatello, Idaho because this company had a contract for the work 
during this time period. 

Removal of the tank occurred October 17,199O following EG&G Idaho Tank Management 
Program removal procedures. Monitoring and sampling for contamination was conducted by 
EG&G Idaho Environmental Technology Unit personnel following an EG&G Idaho approved 
sampling and analysis plan for tank removal. A soil sample was collected for every 5 m3 of soil 
removed and screened with a Photovac Microtip photoionization detector (PID) for VOCs. 
Samples were screened and VOC levels were determined to be below the EG&G Idaho field 
action level of 50 mg/kg for diesel-contaminated soils. Upon removal, several large holes were 
observed in the tank so excavation continued until VOC readings were below the EG&G Idaho 
field action levels. One and one-half truckloads (approximately 18 yds) of contaminated soil 
were removed and transported to the CFA landfill for landfarming. Five biased soil samples were 
collected from the excavation under the tank at a depth of 8 ft and sent to an independent 
laboratory for analysis. Upon collection, these samples were field-screened for VOCs and fount 
to be well below the EG&G Idaho field action levels. Sampling locations are shown on the 
attached diagram. Piping leading to the building was capped and left in place while tank piping 
was removed. Based on the low VOCs detected, the excavation was determined acceptable fol 
backfilling and done with noncontaminated soil as directed by TMP procedures. The Tank 
Removal Summary,states the soil was obtained from the INEL gravel pit. 

The soil samples were analyzed by Data Chem Laboratories of Sail Lake City, UT. No ETEX 
were found in any of the samples. Laboratorydetection limits for benzene, ethylbenzene, and 
toluene are 0.05 ms/kg and 0.1 mg/kg for xylene. Of the five samples, four were found to 
contain low levels of TPH ranging from 30-290 mg/kg. below the State of Idaho maximum 
allowable of 1000 mg/kg. The fifth sample did not contain TPH. The laboratory detection limit 
for TPH is1 0 mg/kg. 

The tank was cut into smaller pieces and shipped with three pieces of piping to Pacific Steel of 
Idaho Falls, Idaho for disposal in November 1990. 

I 
Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? XHigh -Med -Low (check 
OIKI) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

This information was obtained from records documenting the removal process. 



Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed? 
(Continued) 

Block3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? J-Yes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The documents from which the information was obtained are considered records of the removal 
process. 

Block4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal ri; ii 

Analytical data [Xl 3.4 
Documentation about data [ ] 

Historical process data [I Disposal data VI 6 
Current process data [I O.A. data II 
Aerial photographs 1x1 5 Safety analysis report [I 
Engineering/site drawings [ ] D&D report [I 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] Initial assessment [I 
Summary documents WI 2 Well data II 
Facility SOPS [I Construction data II 
OTHER [Xl 1.8 
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If so, what is it? 

Block 1 Answer: 

Migration was observed as dark stains in the soil of the excavation and detected with a Photovac 
Microtip PID during removal of the tank. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? 2I_High -Med -Low (checl 
one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The information was obtained from sampling logbooks documenting the removal process. 

Slacks Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Laboratory analytical results of soil samples confirm the field screening results of migration. 

Block4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Aerial photographs 
Engineering/site drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

[I 
[I 
11 
II 
[I 

IX1 1 

Analytical data 
Documentation about data 
Disposal data 
Q.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
D&D report 
Initial assessment 

Well data 
Construction data 

VI 4 
I1 

ii 
[I 
[I 
[I 
II 
[I 
[I 
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I Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list the 
sources and describe the evidence. 

Block 1 Answer: 

No evidence exists suggesting that a source is present at this site today. The tank was removed 
from the site and any contaminated soil was also removed. Laboratory analyses indicated levels 
of TPH in four of the five samples submitted for analysis, ranging from 30-290 mg/kg, below the 
maximum allowable of 1000 mg/kg established by the State of Idaho. No BTEX were detected 
iri any of the soil samples. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? XHigh -Med -Low (check 
one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The information was obtained from field sampling logbooks and laboratory analytical data. 

Block3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes XNo (check one) 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I Laboratory results have not been validated to confirm the presence of TPH. 

I Stock4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical Process data 
Current process data 
Aerial photographs 
Engineering/site drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

Analytical data Ix1 3 
Documentation about data [ ] 

11 
II 
[I 
[I 
[I 
[I 
[I 

IX1 1.8 

Disposal data [I 
Q.A. data II 
Safety analysis report 11 
D&D report II 
Initial assessment [I 
Well data [I 
Construction data [I 

. 
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Question 5. Does the site operating or disposal historical information allow 
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the 
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot? 

Block 1 Answer: 

Contamination would probably occur as a hot spot around a leak in the tank. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? J-High -Med -Low (chat 
One) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

This information is based on past experience with underground storage tanks 

Block3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Contamination was observed as an area of stained soil around a leak in the tank. 

Block4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 

Historical process data 

Current process data 

Aerial photographs 

Engineering/site drawings 

Unusual Occurrence Report 

Summary documents 

Facility SOPS 

OTHER 

Analytical data 
Documentation about data 

11 
II 
[I 
[I 
[I 

.!I 
[I 

[Xl 1 

Disposal data [I 
Q.A. data [I 
Safety analysis report [I 
D&D report [I 
Initial assessment [I 
Well data [I 
Construction data [I 
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Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region. 
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is 
an estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was 
derived. 

Block 1 Answer: 

Using the GPR survey as a guideline for the dimensions and the calculated capacity of the tank, 
the length of the contaminated region was estimated to be 7 ft, and the width and depth each 
3 ft. With the type of contaminant (Le., #2 diesel fuel oil) and the maximum capacity of the tank 
(i.e., 260 gal) as an estimated spill size, an estimated volume of the source was calculated using 
a model developed by EG&G Idaho (attached). 350 yd3 of soil is considered the estimated 
volume of the source, however, any contaminated soil (the source) was removed and as a 
consequence, no source presently exists. 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High XMed -Low (check 
OlKl) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Tank volume is known and the model was developed using documented values. The GPR 
survey, however, does not coincide with the known capacity of the tank and therefore the 
overall conclusion is that the information is only moderately reliable. 

Block3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes ANo (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Block4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
I;! 

Analytical data 
Anecdotal Documentation about data 7 4 
Historical process data [I Disposal data [I 
Current process data [I Q.A. data [I 
Aerial photographs [I Safety analysis report [I 
Engineering/site drawings [I D&D report [I 
Unusual Occurrence Report [ ] Initial assessment [I 
Summary documents [I Well data [I 
Facility SOPS [I Construction data 11 
OTHER [X] 9. 10.14 
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1 Question 7. What is the known or estimated auantitv of hazardous 
substance/constituent at this source? Ii the quantity is an 
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

Block 1 Answer: 

Assuming that the source was not removed, an estimated 260 gal of hazardous constituent 
would be present. In actuality, the soume was removed with the one and one-half truckloads 
(approximately 18 yds) of contaminated soil. Laboratory analytical results indicate that a level of 
TPH was found in the soil sampled from beneath the tank but below the State of Idaho action 
levels of 1000 mg/kg for diesel-contaminated soil. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? AHigh -Med -Low (check 
OIW) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The information was obtained from documentation recorded during the removal process and 
from laboratory analytical results of the soil samples. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes XNo (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Laboratory analytical results have not been validated. 

em4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 

Current process data 
Aerial photographs 

Engineering/site drawings 

Unusual Occurrence Report 

Summary documents 

Facility SOPS 

OTHER 

1:; 11 
Analytical data 
Documentation about data 

II 
[I 
[I 
[I 
[I 
[I 
[I 

WI 

Disposal data 

Q.A. data 

Safety analysis report 

D&D report 

Initial assessment 

Well data 

Construction data 

(Xl 3 
(1 
[I 
[I 
[I 
11 
[I 
11 
11 

3 
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Zuestion 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the 
evidence. 

alock I Answer: 

4ny contamination at this site was presumed to be removed based on visual inspection and 
Photovac Microtip PID screening during the removal process. Laboratory analytical results shon 
lhat some TPH was present in the samples taken from the soil beneath the tank, ranging in 
concentration from 30-290 mg/kg. TPH may still be present at the site but at levels below the 
State of Idaho action level of 1000 mg/kg for diesel-contaminated soil. No BTEX were detected 
in any of the samples. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -&High -Med -LOW (checl 
one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

The information was obtained from logbooks documenting the removal process and from 
laboratory analytical results. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes X_No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Laboratory analytical results have not been validated 

Block4 Source* of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in 
source) 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Aerial photographs 
Engineering/site drawings 
Unusual Cccurrence Report 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

Analytical data WI 3 
Documentation about data I1 

i 
[I 
[I 
[I 
II 
[I 
[I 

[Xl 1.8 

Disposal data ii 
CA. data [I 
Safety analysis report [I 
D&D report [I 
Initial assessment [I 
Well data [I 
Construction data [I 
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SAMPLE LOGBOOK 

MAP OF SAMPLING LOCATION: 
(include location of sampling points and reference points) 
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A. s. RCCO 

AUfjUST 7, 1591 

PROBLEM: What is the volu,me of c~ontaminated soil ithic:h wouid resuit from a 
surf;ct fuej oii s?j ji of a iknown or esti.qate~f q::;::7.;t:;? 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

. N GALLON FUEL SP!LL 

. SOIL POROSITY 2 0.35 (p) (Case et ai., pg A-53) 

. THE RESiOUAL SATURATiON CAPACITY (RS) = ( O.!O, 0.15, 0.20 ) 

The residual 'saturation for fuel oils is approximateiy 33% of the water 

holding capacity of the soil. Dragun (1088) r2Ports maximum RS values 

for different fuel oils. 

Tabie 1. Residual Sat uratian (RS) values for different fu2is. 

Fuel RS 

light oil 2nd gasoline O.!O 
l diesel and lignt fuel oil 0.15 

lube and heavy fuel oil 0.20 

The volume of soil in cubic yards contaminated by a spiii is given by (Dragun, 

1988) 

v. - 
0.2 x v,, 

(1) 
P x (RS) 

*-+ere V, = Volume of contaminated soil at rasidual saturation (yda). 

V Ii = volume of discharged hydrocarbons in barrels 

= (N gailons of spilled fuel) x (1 barr2i per 44 gaTions) 

. 



., 

p = soil porosity 
,," ,Y$;‘ 

RS = residual saturation from Tabie ! 

The estimated voiume in cubic yards contaminated by a light oii or gasoline 

spiii is given by: 

0.2 x ?I/44 
v, = 

0.55 x 0.10 

The estimated volume in cubic yards contaminated by a diesel or iight fuel oil 

spili is given by: 

0.2 x N/:4 
v, = 

0.35 x O.!S 

The estimated ~voiume in cubi: yards contaminatad by a lube cr heavy fuel oil 

spill is given by: 

0.2 x N/44 
= 

0.35 x 0.20 

Calculate a volume: 

N = dbO gallons 

RS = (from Table 1) 6).[5 

Therafore: 

0.2 x a&o / 44 
vs = 

0.35 x 0.15 
= c?.z.% b' cu IC yards oi contaminated soil 

= $3 $3 
References: 

Case; M. J., Maheras, 5. J. et ai., Radioactjve 'daste Manaoem~nt Comolex 
;;;$yi;ce Assessment. EGhG Idaho iniormai Report, EGG-U!-8773, June, 1'390, 

* - 

Oragun, James, Soil themistrv oi Hazardous Materjals. Hazardous Materials 
"ontrol Researcn Institute, Chapter 2, 1338. 
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ANALYTICAL REPORT ARF-AL 

, - 
Account No. X3QlR 

Telephone cwj 57-5-5650 

Sampling Collection and Shipment 
Sampling Site UST Date of Collection -17. 

Date Samples Received at DataChemOcrober 19. 1990 

Analysis 
Method of Analysis& DHS 

Date(s) of AnalysisNovemhPr 02. 1990 

960 West LeVoy Drive / Salt Lake City, Utah 84123-2547 / (801) 266-7700 
A Sorenson Company 
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Date //, % 9n 
Agency Identification Numbe/S90~0914-AB 
Account No. I)?018 

EG&G Idaho, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1625 
MS 1406 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Attention: Vincent Daniel 

Sampling Collection and Shipment 
Sampling Site IlST Date of Collection Octnber- 

Date Samples Received at DataChemOctober 19. 1990 

Analysis 
Method of Analysis BQZ.0 

Date(s) of AnalysisOctnber 79. 1990 

Analytical Results \ 
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’ ANALYTICAL REPORT Form ARF-C 

“’ CHEM LABORATOR, ES 
Date 
Agency Identification NumberS%l&%l&BB 

General Set Comments 

MATRIX SPIKE RECOVERY FOR THIS SET WAS 64.1% 
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